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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING 3/26/07 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to Chair Herndon at 3:20 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the February 26, 2007 meeting 
Senator tensen; second Senator Motion passed 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, CYNTHIA HERNDON 
Chair noted that Chair Jos was unable to be 
here 
Chair Herndon introduced Adam Bentley, newly elected NISG Vice 
President who will take fic illS. 
Chair Herndon ewed the campus meetings she has attended 
since the last Senate meet 
Chair Herndon that attended the Regents 
(BOR) meet at UNI over ewed what 
things at the that meeting, the 
ratification and approval the collect ining 
between UNI and United Facul , approval of the budget for the 
Gilchrist Hall and the science building renovation and 
restoration, as well as approval of the name for the 
Department Communi cat Disorders to Department of 
Communicat Sciences Di 
She cont to meet with leaders on campus to 
open 
Chair Herndon also announced that RAGBRAI 11 be stopp s 
year Falls on Wedne , July 25 volunteers are 
needed. She also announced that there 11 be some internsh 
poss il ties. 
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COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 

Interim Provost Lubker stated that a s committee 
for the Associate Provost posit this position will 
be a three-year s is so the 
new Provost will on or she wants 
that person to cont position, and 11 
also be able to decide if they want to cont the 
new provost at the end of three years. It wil be a full t 
position beginning fully first of June. Associate 
Provost Koch has tendered her res ion effective May 15, 2007 
so there will be two week rva where there will be no one 
that position. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that similar to what 
are do for the Associate Provost position 11 be done for 
the Dean of the Graduate College posit but that process has 
not He so noted both s will be 
ernal. 
Interim Provost also added all the money that was 
lable for Senate's Series been 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
9 Emeritus Status request LaVerne W. Andreessen, 
of Accounting, effective 7/06 
Mot to a docket in order as #840 by Senator 
second Senator OIKane. Motion passed. 
NEW BUSINESS 
r Herndon announced that Senate needs to elect three 
members to serve on a committee to Student Assessments. 
This request came from ted Facul (UF). Both UF and the 
Sudent Government, and both have des their 
representatives, and Interim Provost Lubker has asked the Senate 
for assistanc mak se Provost'ss. 
As there were no ions forth from the Senate. 
Chair Herndon tated that Me issa Heston, Col of Education, 
Laura Terl ,CHFA, expressed t 
on the ttee. 
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Interim Provost Lubker added that to get this moving forward, he 
can nominate the third person. 
Senator Soneson suggested Susan Hill, Philosophy and Religion. 
ONGOING BUSINESS 
829 	 Personal Electronic Devices in the Classroom Policy ­
Educational Policies Commission 
Motion to accept by Senator Marshall; second by Senator Hitlan. 
A lengthy discussion followed. 
Motion to accept the proposed Personal Electronic Devices in the 
Classroom Policy was passed, with six absentations. 
Honor Code Task Force - Honor System and Implementation Plan 
Chair Herndon stated that this issue came about at the April 24, 
2006 meeting. The Honor Code Task Force presented information 
about an establishing an Honor Code at UNI and the Senate asked 
them to return with a proposal for an honor code system and an 
implementation plan. This committee has worked extensively on 
this this past year and held a couple of open meetings last week 
in which they received feedback. 
Otto MacLin, Honor Code Task Force Chair and committee members 
Mitchell Strauss, Ed Berry, and Francis Degnin were present to 
discuss this with the Senate. A lengthy discussion followed. 
Senator Hitlan moved to call the question; second by Senator 
VanWormer. 
Motion by Senator Hitlan to accept the University of Northern 
Iowa 	Academic Integrity Program Constitution and Bylaws; second 
by Senator Gray. 
Senator Gray offered a friendly amendment that it replace policy 
3.01 in the Presidential Policies about Academic Ethics and 
discipline. 
,I 
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Motion to was passed with 10 yeas, 2 nays, and 1 
abstention. 
Motion to extend the meet until 5:30 P.M. Senator Licari; 
second Senator Coon. Motion pas 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
837 Emeritus Status request for Russ wi of 
stry and B stry, effect 5/07 
Motion to approve Senator Q'Kane; Senator 
Motion passed. 
838 the Council on Teacher Education to add a 
Council on Teacher Education to the 
culum ttee 
Motion Senator stensen; second Senator 
scussion followed. 
Senator Christensen withdrew his motion to approve; Senator 
Wl s second. 
Senator Chr sten moved that request be returned to 
petit with request for t 1 ion and 
documentation; second by Senator 
Mot 
5 th839 Industrial zational is Year 
Bev r, Inter and Butler I 
Psychology, were present to discuss this with the Senate and 
answer questions. scussion followed. 
Motion to approve Senator Soneson; second Senator Q/Kane. 
Mot passed. 
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Motion to move into Executive Session by Senator Soneson; second 
by Senator Mvuyekure. Motion passed. 
Motion to approve the nominees for the Iowa Board of Regents 
Award for Faculty Excellence by Senator Soneson; second by 
Senator Mvuyekure. Motion passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 

3/26/07 

1647 

PRESENT: Maria Basom, Jeffrey Funderburk, Paul Gray, Cindy 
Herndon, Rob Hitlan, Michael Licari, James Lubker, David 
Marchesani, Pierre-Damien Mvuyekure, Steve O'Kane, Jerry 
Soneson, Katherine VanWormer, Susan Wurtz 
Jerilyn Marshall was attending for Barb Weeg, Shoshanna Coon was 
attending for Laura Strauss, and Tim Weih was attending for 
Denise Tallakson. 
Absent: Mary Guenther, Sue Joslyn, Shashi Kaparthi, Susan Koch, 
Phil Patton 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order by Chair Herndon at 3:20 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the February 26, 2007 meeting 
by Senator Christensen; second by Senator Gray. Motion passed 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
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COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, CYNTHIA HERNDON 
Chair Herndon noted that Faculty Chair Joslyn was unable to be 
here today. 
Chair Herndon introduced Adam Bentley, newly elected NISG Vice 
President who will take office April 15. 
Chair Herndon reviewed the campus meetings she has attended 
since the last Senate meeting. She attended the Campus Advisory 
Committee on February 27 where President Allen discussed UNI 
taking the lead in math and science teacher education, decisions 
he has made regarding the Educational and Student Services 
report, and the subsequent creation of a search committee for 
its vice president. President Allen also discussed the status 
of other search committees including those for the College of 
Education Dean and for the Provost which he plans to begin this 
summer. The budget was also discussed, as was the fact that he, 
Interim Provost Lubker and Pat Geadelmann, Special Assistant to 
the President, Board of Regents (BOR) and Government Relations, 
continue to meet regularly with local legislators. 
Chair Herndon attended the University Council Meeting the 
following week. In addition to the items presented to the 
Campus Advisory Committee, President Allen discussed the 
formation of an energy conservation sustainability committee, 
which Jim Walters, Department Chair, Earth Science, is chairing. 
He noted leadership collaboration issues including the math and 
science teacher education and the Regents wide Department of 
Justice gender violence prevention grant intiative led by 
Annette Lynch, Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies, 
in which UNI is serving as the Flagship institution. 
There was a presentation of facilities and space utilization. 
Morris Mikkelson, Facilities Planning reviewed the process for 
five-year plan capital recommendations and the resulting change 
in space utilization because of these. Campus construction 
since 1990, current construction underway and the five year 
capital recommendations to the BOR were reviewed. Phil Patton, 
UNI Registrar, provided a presentation on instructional space; 
how space was being used, what was available and whether 
classrooms were full or not. He noted that looking particularly 
at the academic space, there is space for UNI to grow. 
Chair Herndon also met with faculty leaders and attended the 
March BOR meeting here at UNI over spring break. She noted that 
! 
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she was very who made lons at 
the BOR meet did a job; their presentations 
were impress before the entire board and other s 
institutions. first presentation was from Institute on 
Decision Mak as of the c Devel Committee 
so other business at meeting, 
ratification of the lective 
between UNI and ed Facul , the of the 
the lchrist Hall and the science buil 
renovation and restoration and the of the name change 
for the of Communicat Disorders to the Department 
of Communication Sciences and Disorders was the 
entire BOR. There was a faculty ion on the math and 
sc education Jeff Weld, Lee, Ed Rathme 1, and 
Countryman. Several it. Sue Koch, 
Assoc Provost c 
Assessment gave a ementat of 
c s,u which luded 
s brought about recommendat from program ews as 
the Education and Student Af rs report. 
ir Herndon announced that RAGBRAI 11 be Cedar 
Is on Wedne 25. Volunteers are needed for the many 
ttees that 11 working between UNI and the 
ci of Cedar Fal s. Faculty who are ted in 
should contact ei John Goossen, Un ity Market 
Public Relations or Steve Carrigan, GBPAC. Chair He noted 
that there may be some ernship poss ilities, wi 
ties for facul to connect rested students with 
Chair Herndon also announced that there 11 be a 
at at the Facul il 9i one 
will be on the Nat of and 
other, an ated of an Internati and D 
Student Issues Panel presented to the UNI Cab 
Chair Herndon announced that the Senate will 
Execut Session at the end of today's meet 
like to meet brief with those senators 11 
the Senate to discuss the s ate of officers 2 08 
Facul Senate. There may be some senators intend to run 
for a second term, but those elections have not been 
held, she would like to meet with those senators as well. She 
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lS the only member of the senate who is et a second term 
on the senate. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker stated is a committee 
for the Associate Provost pos that is current meeting for 
the first time. This posit 1 be a three-year renewable 
term appointment. This is so new Provost 11 be able to 
weigh in on r or wants that person to continue in 
that position, and person 11 also be able to decide if 
she/she wants to continue new provost at the 
end of three years. It will a full position inning 
fully the first of June. Associat Provost Koch has 
tendered her res ion effect 15, 2007 and there will 
be a two-week interval where there 1 be no one that 
position but we will work around it. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that somet similar to what they 
are doing for the Associate Provost position 11 be done for 
the Dean of the Graduate Col posit but that ss has 
not begun. It will be a two or three year 
renewable term appointment with that person select his or her 
own Associate Dean position. 
In response to Senator Marshall's quest Provost 
Lubker stated that both searches, the Associate Provost and 
Dean of the Graduate College, will 
Provost Lubker commented that s searches to 
work well as we have a lot of good e on campus to choose 
from. 
nte Provos Lubker also added that all the money was 
available for the Senate's Speakers Series has been The 
were made by Senator's Gray and Soneson, and just 
them. This process demonstrates to him Senate 
can do a f job without any meddling from the Provost's Office 
and the process worked very well. Senators Gray and Soneson did 
a job, responding to requests in an efficient manner, and 
it 11 be a Senate iat from now on. 
Senator noted that he and Senator Soneson did come across 
some th that need to clarified, such as a r versus 
a c performance. 
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CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
93 Emeritus Status request for LaVerne W. Andreessen, 
of Accounting, effect 7/06 
Motion to in regular order as item #840 by Senator 
second Senator QIKane. Motion passed. 
NEW BUSINESS 
Chair Herndon stated that Senate needs to elect three 
members to serve on a ttee to review Student Assessments. 
to the I Section 3.2 under 
Assessment, "Upon request of the United Facul 
Board, Provost 1 convene a committee consist 
Uni Facul members 
Provost, and three students by the 
Government. The committee 1 review and recommend ions 
Ifcurrent assessment form to Provost for 
s request came from UFo UF and Student Government 
des their representatives. Interim Provost Lubker asked 
the senate for assistance in the Provost appo S. 
Senator Q'Kane asked whether s will be completed s ng 
or is it a yearlong appo 
Interim Provost re would hope that the ttee 
will get started this but that we are now late 
the term. The ttee could at least started 
s spring, but 11 take a few months to on it. 
There were no recommendat coming Senate. 
r Herndon stated that Melissa Heston, of Education, 
and Laura Terl ,CHFA, have both expressed 
on the committee, and would both do a fine 
Interim Provost Lubker added that to s forward, he 
can nominate rd person. He just wants to make sure that 
the Senate has amp e for this. And, in response to 
fSenator Q'Kane's quest he does not have anyone in mind. 
Senator Soneson asked if all five colleges 11 be represented. 
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Interim Provost Lubker replied that he would need to check to 
see whom the Union has put forward and that would determine whom 
he would nominate. 
Senator Soneson suggested Susan Hill, Philosophy and Religion, 
recognizing that she is from CHFA and there is already a name 
going forward from CHFA. 
ONGOING BUSINESS 
829 	 Personal Electronic Devices in the Classroom Policy ­
Educational Policies Commission 
Motion to accept by Senator Marshall; second by Senator Hitlan. 
Chair Herndon noted that this policy was sent to the Educational 
Policies Commission (EPC) at the December 11, 2006 meeting and 
Cathy DeSoto, Chair of the EPC, notified her that they had 
developed a policy and EPC members all felt that it will be 
helpful but that there may be some concerns or objections in 
regard to web surfing from lab tops during class time. The 
policy notes that instructors have the right to set any policy 
they desire but normally certain things are not allowed during 
class time. The EPC reviewed other universities' stated 
policies and consulted UNI Disability Services. 
EPC Chair Cathy DeSoto and members Diane Depken, HPELS, Susan 
Moore, Rod Library, and Jennifer Younie, NISG, were present to 
discuss the proposed policy with the Senate. 
Dr. DoSoto noted that this policy was developed in response to 
the NISG resolution 2007.05, which was referred to the Faculty 
Senate and then on to the EPC. 
Senator Gray commented that the last four bullet items of the 
proposed policy are exact duplicates of things that are already 
prohibited by UNI's Policy 9.54 Use of Computer Resources, with 
respect to use of the University's resources while in the 
classroom. His recommendation would be to explicitly say that 
Policy 9.54 of the University's Acceptable Use supercedes 
everything in the proposed policy because if you are on campus 
utilizing the infrastructure of the university, that policy 
applies. Anything that is connected to the university's 
network, including personal laptop computers, is bound to the 
university's policy. The gray area would be those accessing the 
/ 
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and then 
Senator Soneson asked if what tood the policy as 
that if anyone wants to come into a university classroom 
and take notes on a laptop, it would ibited unless 
the professor, is correct. 
Dr. DoSoto replied that at the of the semesters 
would be to state their policy conce 
computers in the classroom, either verbally, in the 
labus or both. 
Senator Soneson asked a professor would prohibit a student 
from t notes on a He believes we should 
encourage students to to utilize them the 
lassrooms. If s method of makes it eas for 
t , then we should allow it. 
Jennifer Younie f EPC member, added that 1 t use 
in the classroom, such as tak notes 1S ted. 
However, this policy ructors accountabili as as 
the students using illegitimate reasons, such as 
surf the Internet a distraction to other students 
around them. 
Senator Wurtz remarked that she understands the issue be 
scussed but her concern is that s turns professors 0 
ice officers. If a would rather surf the net than 
listen to the essor, it's the student's choice. are 
not a captive If want to write a letter on a 
p of paper, the student's choice. To the 
extent it is e around them, 1 t have to 
is say, out." 
f 
Ms. Younie re that she would not fee abl 
that to a fellow student. 
Senator Wurtz cont that it might be better to say, we don't 
care what the ce is, rattling a newspaper can just as 
annoying as a person clicking on a lop. It is the activities 
that are the concern, not so much the mode; ect is just 
another way to it. Would it make more sense to on the 
activities? 
Ms. Younie that they could on the activities 
very easi comes from the Student Appeals 
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Board on which she sits. A student came before them appealing 
an allegation that he had been cheating on a test by using his 
cell phone to text messages. She has seen students using their 
"calculators" on their phones while in class. Currently there 
is no policy for instructors so students are allowed to do that. 
This proposed policy provides some sort of "teeth" for 
professors to say that is not acceptable. Many professors have 
no idea of the capabilities of technological devices and this 
policy would be a safeguard for the faculty. She believes that 
this is something very important to this university. And this 
is a very strong message coming from the students that this is 
something that is needed here at UNI. 
Senator Soneson stated that he supports the proposal, noting 
that many professors attended school before the introduction of 
all these electronic gadgets and so they really don't how they 
can be used. He cited an example of a friend of his who teaches 
a required course, with students taking the test many times 
before passing. It had been this person's practice to post the 
exams with the correct answers on the door following the exam so 
that students could check to see how they did after turning in 
their exams. It was discovered that students would take out 
their phones and take pictures of the exams with the correct 
answers marked so that when they had to retake the exam they 
would have the answers in advance. He would never guess that 
students would do such things, not just because of cheating but 
he was unaware that cell phones could be used that way. There 
are things like that that will be coming up as new gadgets are 
introduced. However, these types of things would be prohibited 
by the proposed policy. Personally he would like to prohibit 
cell phones in his classroom; and if a cell phone was out, he 
would suspect that it's out for cheating. 
Dr. Depken stated that they tried to develop this policy so as 
not to overlap with the Academic Dishonesty issues. They wanted 
to focus on the classroom use both now and in the future since 
we don't know what is to come, and also to preserve academic 
freedom so that those who would permit these types of advices in 
their classrooms can do so. It is distracting for students to 
have someone misusing electronic devices in the classroom, such 
as surfing the Internet, and students will not come forward to 
complain. She might designate a zone in her classroom for 
students to use their laptop computers. This policy gives 
instructors the freedom to do what they want with electronic 
devices. 
/ 
13 
Senator O'Kane commented that he would suggest the last 
paragraph to read: "Students may, with instructor approval, use 
personal electronic devices in the classroom to take notes or to 
do other legitimate work that is relevant to the class. The 
following activities, however, are considered disruptive." 
Senator Funderburk responded that it limits his ability as a 
professor to ban electronic devices. When he's doing a mUS1C 
presentation he doesn't want them in the room, period. If it is 
altered, he doesn't have the right to ban them during class 
sessions. 
Senator O'Kane suggested adding, "Unless otherwise stated." 
Senator Gray noted that this proposal in itself is an island, 
and he doesn't think it has much "teeth." If the committee 
really wanted to make it significant, he suggested coordinating 
with ITS the ability for instructors to determine when wireless 
network access is available in their classroom. When students 
are taking notes, electronic devices would be allowed otherwise 
there is a mixed message that yes, computers in the classroom 
are fine but not on certain days. If faculty have more control 
over the students ability to access external resources in the 
classroom, then it makes more sense. 
Senator Wurtz remarked that that raised an interesting question, 
when a student plagiarizes or cheats, there's specific 
punishment. Shouldn't there also be a specific punishment for 
students that break this rule? Since they're being put in the 
same category, how would that be handled? 
Ms. Younie responded that she thought it should be up to the 
professor. The EPC did not want this to come down to a blanket 
policy for the university; it should be determined by the 
individual faculty. If faculty want to adopt this as stated, 
that would be fine; but she would urge faculty to develop their 
own individual policy and consequences. It was also intended to 
inform faculty that these things are possible. 
Frank Thompson, Finance, noted that wireless networks are 
provided on campus but they are also provided throughout this 
area by other service providers, such as Cedar Falls Utilities. 
Closing ITS wireless service to a specific provider doesn't 
close down the other providers. The broadest policy would be 
more beneficial than a narrowly defined one. He also noted that 
nothing is mentioned in the proposed policy about students who 
may be videoing lectures using cell phones and putting them on 
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Internet, places such as U-Tube. This would also be in 
violation and should be addressed. 
Motion to accept the proposed Personal Electronic Devices ln the 
Classroom Policy was passed, with six absentations. 
Honor Code Task Force - Honor System and Implementation Plan 
Chair Herndon stated that this issue came about at the April 24, 
2006 meeting. The Honor Code Task Force presented information 
about establishing an Honor Code at UNI and the Senate asked 
them to return with a proposal for an honor code system and 
implementation plan. This committee has worked extensively on 
this plan during this past year and held a couple of open 
meetings last week in which they received feedback. 
Otto MacLin, Honor Code Task Force Chair and committee members 
Mitchell Strauss, Ed Berry, and Francis Degnin were present to 
discuss this with the Senate. 
Dr. MacLin reviewed how the idea of establishing an honor code 
at UNI came about, noting that Dr. Mitchell Strauss made an 
initial presentation to the Senate two years ago. At the time 
the Senate was interested in pursuing this but asked for 
additional information and a task force was developed that 
presented a Constitution and Bylaws to the Faculty Senate last 
year. The Senate received the documents and asked the task 
force for a plan to implement an Honor Code. Dr. MacLin 
distributed a Flowchart for Reporting a Complaint, proposed 
budget, and graduate assistantship job description for the 
person who would run this program, noting that their concern is 
that establishing an Honor Code will cost resources. This was 
presented to the NISG for their feedback, as well as Interim 
Provost Lubker, and emails were sent to directors, deans, and 
coaches who might be interested in this. Two public meetings 
were held to obtain feedback. 
The task force recommended at their initial presentation to the 
Faculty Senate that the uUiversity adopt an Honor Code system, 
and they still recommend that. The difficult part will be 
obtaining the required financial resources. 
Jennifer Younie, Task Force member, added that it is important 
to note that this document has come before the UNI Student 
Senate about three times during its development and the Student 
Senate has been fully supportive of it every time. She also 
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appreciates that this system errors on the side of the students 
and it has a very strong educational component. It lends strong 
support to a student's first year university experience. It is 
really important for students coming in to know what plagiarism 
is, as many do not know. As far as this documents goes, 
professors almost have an academic duty to report students and 
their problems so that students can learn from this. There are 
sanctions in the Honor Code but it also has first offense, 
second offense, and levels of sanction that provide for both 
moral and cognitive development of the student and the process. 
As this is presented, students are very heavily involved in the 
Honor Code process, and students have been very supportive of 
this, especially the Student Senate . She strongly encourages 
the Faculty Senate to support this document. 
Dr. MacLin added that a question that came up at one of the 
public meetings if the system has some "teeth." Basically what 
happens is if a student is convicted of the offense, the student 
will receive an "FX" on his/her transcript that will follow the 
student. The way the system is now is that a student can 
withdraw from a class or go to another university and only an 
"F" appears on the transcript and there's no indication of an 
infraction. The students actually want something to regulate 
them in this, and this is a nice system that has a lot of checks 
and balances. In addition to setting up a system to prevent or 
catch cheating, you also need something to deal with cheating 
once it surfaces. There is a strong educational component 
involved in this system. The students are put in a system where 
they have to remediate, go through an educational component to 
work off the "X" and then later work off the "F" by repeating 
the class or an equivalent. It gives UNI the ability to not 
punish students but to remediate and educate, and then work on 
retaining those students. 
Chair Herndon asked what the committee recommended as a time 
line for this if it is approved and funding can be found. 
Dr. MacLin replied that if this were approved there would need 
to be a search for the Director of the Academic Integrity 
Program, which is a half-time position. It should be a senior 
faculty member who is familiar with university procedures and 
processes. Once this person begins, the first year would be 
spent working on setting up the system and developing materials 
for orientation. There is another group that is already in the 
system and they will have to be informed that this Honor System 
is in place and how it will operate. They are not looking to 
catch students but to prevent cheating. It would probably take 
/ 
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about a year to s up and once a 
place. There will be curve for the 
those and a lot of sting 
em at the , ei 
message or their behaviors are so strong that 
Once students realize that this is in place d be an 
appreciable decrease students and a decrease 
in the 1 of em. 
Senator Licari stated that he is extremely that this 
Honor Code is any over what is al to deal 
th sconduct and rules 
and that tell students iate 
behavior is. $63,000 a 
year br us, what ed council 
of thi will be. He doesn't see over what 
we al an seems to be f a that 
doesn't st or a em h a s that 
real needs a 
Senator Wurtz that she agrees h Senator cari in 
but when at Article IV, Section E, ion is built 
~n which has been miss the past, and that's the t 
of Whether we need this whole new infrastructure to 
e the element s a fferent issue. 
However, the element is cool. 
Senator Licari ied that there are elements that he believes 
are useful. As a campus community we 
can certa focus more on educat students and ourselves 
about what these of mi are and but 
we 't a giant Honor Code and a low 
lish that. 
Senator commented the policy has no "teeth." 
r Sciences recent had a student who was formal 
written up for lation the ac c of misconduct 
t The student was never expell from the rsi 
and went on to try to complete s/her r 
science. He/she 't but did rece a from this 
itution in another area. He was totally led at the 
fact th three cases of student 
was still to get from the 
He doesn't much fai in of the 
old policy; this em at least some consequences. 
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Dr. MacLin stated that the existing system was taken into 
consideration. He had caught one of his students cheating and 
as a punishment she was assigned a project on cheating and 
collected data. The data that she collected found that 98% of 
the students surveyed, a group of about 300-400, admitted to 
cheating at some level. The typography of cheating may differ 
but there is a lot of cheating going on at UNI. The problem is 
that the current system is set up in a cumbersome way; the 
faculty have to be the fact finders, they have to get involved 
emotionally with the students, and they have to have these 
students in their classes. In a system such as the proposed 
one, the problem is passed on to a group that is organized and 
trained to be the fact finders and make the determination. There 
are a lot of hidden elements to this proposed system that are 
positive. Something definitely needs to be done at UNI and this 
proposal is a strong recommendation. 
Dr. Francis Degnin, Philosophy and Religion, added that he has 
taught at a university with an honor system and it changes the 
culture; it changes the attitudes of the students. This is what 
we want most here, a change in the culture and that is why the 
educational part is so important. He has heard from many junior 
faculty when they have brought instances of cheating to senior 
faculty or department chairs that they were told to not 
prosecute at all because it would just get grieved and be a lot 
of trouble or don't prosecute unless you have the evidence 
completely nailed down. This system takes it out of the faculty 
member's hands and the council itself deals with it. And 
faculty no longer have to battle with their departments whether 
they should prosecute or not. 
Senator Licari stated that he didn't intend to imply that there 
is no cheatingi we've all seen it. What he is saying is that in 
order to deal with the cheating that we come across as faculty, 
existing policies are either sufficient or, with acknowledgement 
to Senator Gray, that some small change needs to be made to the 
existing policies to give them more "teeth. H The cheating that 
faculty find can be documented, and that's something new that 
this policy adds. To counter the antidotal evidence that was 
given, in his experience the assistant professors who he has had 
dealings with are probably the most aggressive in prosecuting 
plagiarism compared to some of the associate or full professors 
that he knows. He doesn't see that as a big looming issue. 
Senator Gray concurred that if the current policy was enforced, 
the Computer Science Department wouldn't have this perception 
that cheating doesn't matter. That incident did send a 
I 
18 
statement to all of that student's colleagues that "I got caught 
cheating three times and nothing ever came of it." Students can 
get at least three strikes before they're out is the message 
they got in his department. 
Senator Wurtz noted that the last time she checked the current 
policy, when a professor provides documentation that a student 
has plagiarized or cheated in some way, it's an "F" but the 
documentation is now on file in the Provost's Office, and it 
sits there forever. A second offense also goes to the Provost's 
Office. But if there's a third one, it is her understanding 
that that's an automatic suspension. She asked Senator Gray if 
he's saying that it didn't work that way. 
Senator Gray replied that it did not work that way. 
Senator Soneson stated that in looking at the Flowchart for 
Reporting a Complaint and it looks like if there is enough 
evidence and it comes to a hearing, a decision is made at that 
time. It is then possible for the student to appeal that 
decision by going back to the Honor's Council. The hearing is 
conducted by a panel that is chosen by the Honor's Council 
consisting of three students and two faculty to review the case. 
Which comes down to students taking responsibility for grades 
and is taken out of the hands of faculty. 
A member of the Honor Code Task Force pointed out that the 
responsibility is shared. 
Senator Soneson replied that it is not 50 / 50 shared. And the 
students can, if they want, get together and make a decision and 
out vote the faculty. He's trying to make sure that he 
understands the way the grievances will work. There is then an 
appeal process if the student's "FX U stays to the Honor's 
Council and the Honor's Council representation is 50 / 50 
student/faculty ratio. 
Dr. MacLin responded that Senator Soneson's concern is a 
legitimate concern and it came up during committee discussion. 
There are varying degrees as to how faculty are vested in 
academic freedom, administering their grades, and there are 
faculty who are concerned that students might have some control 
over the grade process. One of the ways that can be dealt with 
is to flip the number around and see if that will pass the 
Student Senate. It wasn't a strong issue with the committee; 
but if it's a strong issue as it passes down, then it could 
i
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probably be easily rectified. The larger issue is losing 
control over the ability for the grades. 
Senator Soneson noted that his concern is the question of 
professional responsibility. Faculty are charged with assigning 
grades, which is part of what faculty do professionally. It 
worries him that somehow we're giving up our responsibility as 
professors to students and asking them to do something that we 
really ought to be doing. 
Dr. Mitch Strauss, Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family 
Studies, who originally brought the idea of an honor code to the 
Faculty Senate, stated that there are two things he'd like to 
address. The first is that these systems are elastic and 
changes can be made. If the Senate feels more comfortable with 
a different balance of students to faculty on the appeals 
committee the system could adapt to that. He would also like to 
address Vice Chair Licari's skepticism and go back to the very 
beginning because he feels that the "baby is going out with the 
bath water" on this document. What is being missed here is the 
potential cultural change that this system may bring about. 
Looking at national statistics, which are available from the 
Center of Academic Integrity, two-thirds of students in public 
institutions such as ours cheat at least once and a third cheat 
repeatedly. What this indicates is that cheating at large 
public institutions such as ours is not considered socially 
unacceptable; students do it and students do it because they 
think they can get away with it. What we have here at UNI is a 
traditional system called the proctor system where it is the 
faculty's job to police or proctor what goes on in the 
classroom. There is no overlay that speaks to the socially 
acceptability or unacceptability of what we're doing. The most 
important part of the document is not the bloated bureaucracy 
that helps to adjudicate it but is that there is a statement 
that students say they will abide to, "On my honor and to affirm 
the tradition and spirit of the University Northern Iowa, I 
shall neither give nor receive unauthorized aid on any academic 
endeavor." It is put right up front and the rest of the code is 
to support and show how serious we are about our intention to 
keep the system honest. We can continue to argue and nitpick 
the policy which we've done for two years now or we can accept 
it and give it to the Honor Council with the recommendations 
that have come forth and see if a system can be developed that 
meets everybody's needs but preserves the integrity of what 
we're trying to do. This does, however, give the University 
some structural integrity. It has been documented that honor 
systems reduce cheating by about half if they are done properly. 
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If they are not done properly, they're worse than what we have 
now. 
Dr. Thompson commented that this committee has done a very good 
job of handling a difficult topic. He would add that in his 
years of working with faculty the present policy doesn't appear 
to be working and there are some real problems. Faculty who 
have brought up issues of academic dishonesty have been 
retaliated against by students. Another thing is the issue of 
how the final determination is going to be made. The committee 
does sound like they are willing to be flexible on that issue. 
He gave an example of a professor giving students an extra 
credit assignment and telling them that he wanted them to 
reference their materials. One student failed to reference 
anything in her paper. At the end of the semester the professor 
gave that student an incomplete and said that she needed to re­
do the referencing. He didn't fail her, he just said that from 
an educational standpoint that is what he would like to see 
happen. The student went to the administration and the 
administration said that student was within her rights not to 
have to do that because it was an extra credit assignment and 
wasn't part of the regular course. Forget the fact that the 
student had failed to reference her material but the issue with 
the administration was that the student had a right to do that. 
By taking a particular issue, such as this, out of the hands of 
one or two individuals and putting it in the hands of a 
committee that's going to be objective, we're more likely to get 
a situation where decisions are going to be made on the basis of 
an honor code that everyone knows they're going to have to abide 
by. After Martha Stewart was convicted a newspaper asked 
students what they thought. Two business students responded 
that they would do the same thing and as long as they didn't get 
caught it was okay. Another student asked the same thing 
responded that it was inevitable that she got caught because it 
was against the law. There's a difference in opinion as to what 
is thought to be ethical and want isn't, and having an honor 
code would really help. 
Senator Soneson thanked the committee for the great work that 
they have done but thought there are questions that need to be 
addressed. He has two concerns. The first being that he has 
not yet heard justification for the large percentage of students 
at all levels of the process. It's not that he has anything 
against students, he just needs a justification which is 
professional in nature, to help understand why this isn't 
strictly a faculty process. 
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Senator Soneson's second concern is the administration it takes 
to run the whole process. Maybe that is why students are 
involved because students don't have to be paid as much. What 
he worries about is the budget, $62,000, which is at least a 
mid-term associate faculty level. We're going to invest that 
kind of money to administer this program yet we don't have a 
director for our Liberal Arts Core, which is the largest program 
at the university. As an institution would we be uSlng our 
resources wisely by investing in this Honor Code? We might be 
but he needs to hear a real defense of it. 
Dr. Strauss responded that the original honor systems in the 
United States, such as the one at the University of Virginia, 
are entirely student run. Students take full ownership for 
preserving their honor system and their sense of culture at the 
university. Our proposed system is a modified honor system 
where we want to share the responsibility with students and 
faculty. The committee believes that there are students who are 
just as interested in keeping a level playing field. It is our 
obligation to oversee this process and to ensure that improper 
academic conduct is dealt with, but we are also an educational 
institution and we're trying to develop a sense of ethics and 
involve the students in the process as well. 
Dr. Strauss continued that as far as finances go, it is a 
difficult situation and he is aware that a director for the LAC 
is very important. It's where do we want to put our priorities. 
That is up to the administration and the Senate to decide. If 
it is the Senate's will that they want to improve the sense of 
academic honesty on campus, then we'll put money there. If 
funding should go else where, that is a priority decision that 
is out of the committee's hands; the committee is making their 
recommendation. 
Ms. Younie stated that she strongly believes it is important 
that students sit on the proposed Honor Council. As Vice 
President of NISG she has seen first hand how students here at 
UNI want to get involved. In looking at the number of students 
who sit on various University committees, the culture here at 
UNI is that students are not valued less; students are valued as 
equals. That is what is captured in this proposed document. 
This system is something that the students are extremely 
supportive of and it is important to have equal numbers of 
students to faculty. She understands the faculty's concern in 
that it is taking the responsibility out of the faculty's hands 
but students should also have a part in this. There are so many 
students who are so excited about being a part of the process, 
I 
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about learning from the process, about sitting side by side with 
faculty and learning what they think about things. This can 
only enhance those students who might have an opportunity to sit 
on such a council, which is a strong educational component in 
and of itself. 
Ms. Younie continued that something else this policy has that 
the current policy doesn't is the educational component. When a 
student is accused, he/she has to go through an educational 
system that teaches them what plagiarism is, this is what 
academic dishonesty is. If the student wants to get rid of the 
"FX," and most students will, they are going to have to go 
through the process and they will have to learn. It should be 
important to people in academia to make that a priority to teach 
our students something that is not only going to be of value to 
them and help here at the university but will also help them in 
the real world. This document was passed by the NISG with only 
two abstentions. 
Dr. MacLin commented that the issues seem to be is this a system 
that we want at UNI, and if so, where will the funding come 
from. The Provost has said that the funding required for this 
is equal to a faculty line. Is this something the Senate wants 
to buy into, and leave it to the other people to find the 
funding? 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that if both the Faculty Senate 
and the NISG were to say overwhelming that this is something 
that they wanted to see put in place, he would be bound to try 
to figure out something to do about it. With fringe benefits it 
would be an entry-level line. One way to look at it would be as 
taking a line away from some college, or not putting a line into 
some college. Having been in the Provost's position for a 
while, he has thought very favorably of decentralized budgeting. 
The President or Provost don't have a lot of discretionary 
money, money that can be used to create a new line. However, if 
this is really something the faculty and the student body 
wanted, something could be worked out with the knowledge that 
this is being funded instead of a faculty line. He would be 
more inclined to say that as a University-wide effort, and since 
most of the free money is in the colleges, he would ask each 
dean to contribute $10,000-$12,000 toward this with the 
Provost's Office picking up the difference. Everyone would have 
to understand that this is money that is being taken away from a 
faculty line. If he is directed to do that, he would try to 
find the money. 
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Senator Basom also thanked the committee for the enormous amount 
of work and time put into the document. The Faculty Senate 
charged this group to work on this issue and they have been 
working on this for two years doing a very thorough job 
investigating options and how things are run at different 
colleges. There are a lot of positive elements included. 
Having been at an institution that had an honor code, she can 
say it does change the student culture. Every time students 
have to sign off on tests saying, "I did not cheat," they have 
to think about it, and a certain percent will stop cheating. It 
does have an impact. In looking at our society today, in 
business and government, there's a culture of cheating. If we 
think this is important then we need something to discourage it 
and to call it to our students' attention. She also likes the 
redemptive option for those caught cheating, which she feels is 
incredibly important. We've been shown examples that the 
current policy has not been working. If it's not working, then 
why not put something else in its place. She would like to see 
the Senate approve this or something like it. 
Senator Basom also noted that there seem to be two documents for 
the Senate to decide on . One is the policy and the other is 
concerned with the budget. Are they necessarily tied together? 
Can the Senate vote on approving the policy and maybe giving it 
to a committee and charging the committee with deciding how it 
can be implemented as cheaply as possible? 
Dr. MacLin stated that the committee did this for the Senate 
because that is what was asked, and they were happy to do so. 
The policy has already gone through the Senate for the most 
part. The subsequent charge was to get some type of feasibility 
plan, which is the second part of the document. 
Senator Wurtz stated that absolutely we need an Honor Code which 
is clear to all. Her experience with the current academic 
appeals process is that it does work. She loves the idea of 
student involvement and very much in favor of the redemption 
aspect of it. What we're teaching students right now is "don't 
get caught" and we have nothing that they can learn from. She's 
not convinced that we need a whole new structure; can we combine 
some of this from the Honor Code with what we already have? 
What is the Academic Integrity Development course; does it have 
a course number? 
Dr. MacLin replied that at this point it is hypothetical. 
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Dr. Degnin stated that that would be the course that students 
who have been caught cheating would be required to take to get 
the "F" removed. Once a director is named then the instructor 
would be named. He also noted that after the first couple of 
years a full-time director might not be needed. The first 
couple of years would be the most time consuming in getting the 
system set up. 
Dr. Strauss noted that he helped found and install the honor 
system at Kansas State. He began the idea of an honor code at 
UNI four years ago. If he were to do it, he could do the 
director's position half time so the cost of the program is 
debatable. 
Senator Coon commented that she has served of the Student 
Appeals Committee for several years and it is half student and 
half faculty representation. It has been her experience that 
the students are more probing of student complaints than faculty 
and willing to hold fellow students to the rules. She does not 
believe that faculty should be concerned that students appointed 
to such a committee would somehow "gang up" and be in favor of 
another student. It has been her experience that students 
serving in positions such as this take their responsibility 
seriously, serve the system well and do a good job. However, 
her question for the committee is, are faculty obligated to use 
this or could a faculty member decide to impose a different 
penalty on a student. 
Dr. Degnin responded that faculty will be encouraged to use this 
but not required. The first thing a faculty member can do is to 
try to work something out with the student. If either the 
faculty or the student feels that it is becoming unreasonable, 
then it is automatically turned over to the committee. The 
committee didn't feel that they could force faculty to report 
violations. Faculty, however, are strongly encouraged to report 
violations in order to track multiple offenders even if they 
deal with them internally. If faculty have worked something out 
with the student and it is reported, it goes in the student's 
confidential file. If there is not a history of that kind of 
thing, nothing else happens. 
Senator Coon asked if a faculty member could inquire if a 
student has a history of this kind of thing. 
Dr. Degnin replied that he doesn't think that would be possible 
because the information ln a student's file is confidential. 
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Dr. Strauss stated that it is a good question but the committee 
did not speak directly to that situation. It was noted that 
there needs to be a mechanism for those kinds of things. 
Senator Hitlan noted, that in the interest of time, the Senate 
needs to either call the question or table it until the next 
meeting for further discussion. 
Senator Hitlan moved to call the question; second by Senator 
VanWormer. 
Motion by Senator Hitlan to accept the University of Northern 
Iowa Academic Integrity Program Constitution and Bylaws; second 
by Senator Gray. 
Senator O'Kane reiterated that the budget was simply a model of 
how it might work, and needs a separate motion for approval. 
Senator Wurtz asked if by accepting this the current academic 
appeals process is being wiped out? 
Dr. Strauss replied that it was the committee's intention to 
replace the existing process. 
Senator Wurtz stated that if this is what the Senate is doing, 
she would like that to go on the record that the Senate 1S 
replacing the current academic appeals process with the Academic 
Integrity Program Constitution and Bylaws. 
Senator Coon stated that she would not agree with that because 
the current academic appeals process very rarely deals with 
cheating. If often deals with issues of students alleging 
professors have stated something in a syllabus and that the 
professor did not fulfill that, things such as that. 
Senator Wurtz asked if we are pulling any issues of plagiarism 
and cheating out of the academic appeals process and into this 
new process, and if so, we need to be very clear that that's 
what we're doing. 
Senator Gray offered a friendly amendment that it replace policy 
3.01 in the Presidential Policies about Academic Ethics and 
discipline, which was last update 1983. 
Chair Herndon reiterated that the motion is to accept the 
University of Northern Iowa Academic Integrity Program 
Constitution and Bylaws with the understanding that it replaces 
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3.01 of the President's Policy on Academic Ethics and 
Discipline. 
Motion to accept was passed with 10 yeas, 2 nays, and 1 
abstentions. 
Motion to extend the meeting until 5:30 by Senator Licari; 
second by Senator Coons. Motion passed. 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
837 	 Emeritus Status request for Russ Wiley, Department of 
Chemistry and Biochemistry, effective 5/07 
Motion to approve by Senator O'Kane; second by Senator 
Mvuyekure. 
Senator Coon noted that Senator Strauss was not able to be at 
today's meeting and read a statement from her. Senator Strauss 
stated: Russ Wiley is someone I am proud to call my colleague 
and friend. He has been with the department for forty years as 
a faculty member. He has been instrumental in the department in 
recruitment, encouraging those who he knew who would make great 
chemistry majors or chemistry teachers. He has been generous 
with his time over the years, not just with students but also 
with faculty. I hope I will continue to see him on the golf 
course. 
Senator Coon added her own comments, noting that she came to UNI 
in 1995 and her office was across from Dr. Wiley's. He has been 
a mentor to her, and she hopes that she can someday be half as 
good as teacher as he is. He has many teaching awards from this 
university, winning the College of Natural Sciences Dean's 
Teaching award several times, the Class of 1943 Teaching Award, 
and the Regents Faculty Excellence Award. He is a fabulous 
teacher and is going to leave a huge hole in the department. 
Chair Herndon also read a letter from Faculty Chair Joslyn. 
Faculty Chair Joslyn stated: Please accept these comments on 
behalf of my support for the Faculty Senate granting Emeritus 
Status to RUSS Wiley, Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry. 
Professor Wiley has taught chemistry at the University of 
Northern Iowa for forty years. In that time he has instructed 
literally thousands of students here. I was one of his 
students. I wish to speak to my interactions with Russ Wiley 
I 
not as a col but from that perspect as a student. 
Professor Wiley's chemistry class was one of my favorites 
of the in class every Professor Wi 
came to every class genu ly excited to be there, 
love of his f Id that was ous even to the unde s. 
s of stry rubbed off on s students learned 
the ect was so interest and learned and self 
conf in a difficult course. Professor Wiley about 
all s and rout above 
clarifying ideas, creat hands-on es and 
up ( ective eye were required) for everyone's 
love of stry and tment to educat made him, in my 
, one of liNI's best faculty members. There are many 
about be Chair of the that I have oyed over 
the two years. But thout quest the favorite duty I 
have had this role was to contact Russ Wiley last March and 
tell him that he had been selected to rece the Iowa Board of 
s Award for Faculty Excellence, the most prest ious award 
for f members in the state. Russ was overcome with 
emotion, cl not I am rtunate to 
have been one of Russ's students and am to be s 
col 
Mot passed. 
838 t from the Council on Teacher Education to add a 
membe from the Council on r ion to the 
l ttee 
Mot to approve Senator stenseni senator 
Be Hawbaker, Pr Lab and r the Council on 
Teacher Education, and Melissa Heston, of Educational 
,Counsel and Post Educat ,wereI 
to discuss the request with the Senate and to answer 
questions. 
Ms. Hawbaker on the ance and t 1 ss of s 
request as the Council moves forward with several ant 
tiat with program are at 
their Nat 1 Teacher Education Standards and back 
them the program. What are al 
notic are some overlaps and some holes. have re 
established an external advisory board that is made up of K-12 
educational leaders in the state and are al tell us 
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important things that we need to address. There have been many 
conversations on what kinds of things have been barriers to 
change in the past. One of them is governance and another 
related to governance is the curriculum process. Curriculum lS 
our most important responsibility as faculty. As a program it 
is a university-wide responsibility. We would like to see 
someone who stands on the University Curriculum Committee (UCC) 
who has that defined role, looking at the program wide 
perspective rather than being weighed down by college or 
department specific concerns. They are looking at trying to 
remove those barriers to allow them to move forward in program 
enhancement. 
Chair Herndon asked if there have been difficulties that have 
initiated this request. 
Dr. Heston responded, as she has been involved in many of them. 
She stated that there have been a number since she has been here 
since 1989, with three or four attempts to revise the 
professional sequence and make changes that were recommended but 
not required by the state. There seems to be no way with the 
University-wide program to officially negotiate how you make 
changes in something that is really governed in many ways by the 
whole University. The Council is simply consultative and it 
doesn't have any representation on the UCC. It does operate in 
a fairly similar manner to the Graduate Council. The Council 
represents an interdisciplinary group of faculty who have 
periodically tried to bring forward changes but it's a fight to 
get heard at each college and each department level. They have 
run into repeated problems and at times there hasn't been a 
strong enough voice on the UCC to really speak to the issues 
about what is going on with teacher education. They do see 
teacher education as separate from the College of Education 
(COE); they do not see them as one in the same even though many 
of the majors are in the COE. Having been involved in several 
efforts to change the professional sequence, she has seen 
problems at every level. If they had a clearer voice, someone 
central who would strengthen their ability to deal with 
curriculum issues that affect almost every department, the 
problems might not be as difficult. 
Dr. Heston stated that they did consult with Susan Koch, Chair 
of the UCC, as to whether this was an advisable thing to pursue. 
Their goal is simply to make sure that teacher education doesn't 
get stuck because there is nobody there to strongly advocate for 
it. She does not believe an administrator in an ex officio role 
can do that very well. 
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Senator Soneson asked what the current structure of the UCC lS, 
if there two people from each college represented. 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that he thought that was the 
representation, with some at-large ex officio members. 
Senator Soneson noted that what is being talked about here is 
really a change in structure of the UCC. There are programs 
that include more than one college and they should have their 
own representation on the UCC. 
Ms. Hawbaker stated that they are seeking something that lS 
parallel to the representation for the Graduate College, which 
is a University-wide endeavor with the faculty who serve as 
members of the graduate faculty also being members of the 
regular faculty. They are looking for someone who will speak to 
that specific University-wide role. 
Senator Soneson replied that would probably be true of the 
Liberal Arts Core Committee (LACC) as well and they would have 
no objection to someone from the LACC being on the UCC, or 
Women's Studies Program. 
Dr. Heston stated that it may be an issue about whether it 
involves every college but teacher education is involved in 
every single college, as is the LAC; Women's Studies may not be. 
She believes that LAC faculty should meet and discuss common 
things otherwise it just becomes college issues. Women's 
Studies is not University-wide and does not serve as many 
majors. Whenever they go through a change they have to consult 
with almost every department on campus. 
Senator Coon asked how council members are currently chosen. 
Dr. Heston responded that they are elected by members of the 
Teacher Education faculty. There is an application process that 
is open to anyone that is actively involved in teacher 
education. There are involvement groups where you can choose if 
you want to be a part of, say the Professional Sequence group. 
They have a representational system that draws from the 
University-wide body. 
Chair Herndon reiterated that this person would be in addition 
to Merrie Schroeder who is in an ex officio position. 
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Senator Basom if the proposal is to ace the ex off c 
ation with vot sentation or to voting 
representation 1n tion to the ex officio sentation. 
Dr. Heston repli that as it was tially written it was to 
add vot representation and didn't cons r the issue 
the ex offi th a voting member. 
She 't think the of 
elected person that a vote over an ex off s 
an strator. 
Dr. Heston added revise ir request if 
was the Senate's 
Senator Christensen he Is to a down s to 
s; that it just makes sense. 
Senator Soneson re that it 1S a fundamental change in the 
character of the ttee that are requesting, and 
may be the direct that the Senate wants to go. This would be 
a from college to col representation 
multi­ may be t way to 
go but it will be a change. door now we open 
the door to all sorts of other 
Dr. Heston remarked that know the last time 
ttee structures were care That is a r 
issue and it ially could with other groups 
forward. This is a t serves a of 
students and ha lot of campus. 
There is about conveys a 
much higher of consideration than s have ex officio 
representation. For a -wide of this size it 
is fairly important to have some sort of voice. The Council did 
scuss some alternative structures such as inviting a senator 
to sit on the Council and ways to communication. 
Senator Basom 1n re e to Senator Soneson's comment, 
there are al a number of ts who sit on the 
ucc so it is not two per college. That ion has 
been made because most of the faculty are e f The 
ority of teacher programs 
educat lenges terms of curri on 
that the Senate might want to 
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Senator O'Kane asked if the Council d cons r 
their request to stat that the ex officio member become a 
vot member. 
Chair Herndon that that is not what mot is 
before the Senate. 
Dr. Heston added that the Senate is not tied to their request; 
the Senate can them as to what it will approve, as it is 
their mot at this 
Senator Gray noted that would prefer the Senate not make 
amendments to the Council's request. 
Senator istensen his mot to approve; Senator 
thdrew s 
Senator moved request be returned to 
petit r for t ion and 
documentat i S 
Motion 
Dr. Heston added that if there are ot r issues that come up for 
senators to contact either herself or Ms. Hawbaker. 
839 Industrial zational is Year 
Bev r, Interim Head, and Adam Butler, , were 
present to scuss this with the Senate and answer quest 
r Herndon noted that this is a re-statement of an is. 
This s been all red s and is now 
to the Senate for their approval. 
Dr. reiterated that this is a re-statement and has had 
approval from the , College of Social and 
Sciences Senate, Council, DCC, and e 
Counc 1. When discuss on on in the fall, Deans 
Wallace and Koch were asked for her 
t in terms of the re statement versus a new 
proposal. It was Dr. 's recommendation that s be 
tted as a re-statement because already have an I/O 
ace. She so that in an 
accelerated approval process. 
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Dr. Butler stated that this essentially complements their 
existing two-year masters program. There is a large demand for 
graduates in this area. They have three faculty members 
teaching in this area, with a curriculum designed to meet 
national guidelines for masters degree programs in Industrial­
Organizational Psychology. They have a lot of resources that 
they have dedicated to this. However, they exist in a very 
competitive graduate landscape; there are twelve Industrial­
Organizational master degree programs in states that border 
Iowa. With the decrease in funding from the Graduate College, 
they are unable to compete as a regional masters university. 
There are a lot of undergraduates who are interested in 
continuing graduate studies in this program. They do offer an 
undergraduate certificate, Industrial-Organizational Psychology, 
and this programs is geared towards having those students in 
that undergraduate program continue their graduate education for 
an additional year at UNI where they will obtain their masters 
degree. 
Senator O'Kane asked if it is literally an additional year of 
study or two semesters. 
Dr. Butler responded that it depends on how students elect to 
take their classes but it could be accomplished in two fifteen­
credit semesters. 
Senator O'Kane added that there have been several new 
professional science master degree programs approved that are 
each two semesters and a full summer. Many faculty feel that 
that is "cutting it close." 
Dr. Butler replied that there are currently two graduate 
programs on campus that are an additional year after completing 
undergraduate course work, in Accounting and Chemistry. Those 
credits are equal to this proposal, thirty. This proposed 
program is a thesis program. 
Senator Coon noted that the Chemistry program is a five-year 
BAlMS program. Students during their senior year can take 
courses for graduate credit and then apply to the Graduate 
College. She sees a lot of similarities in this program. It is 
a challenge for students to do this in only one additional year. 
Senator O'Kane asked if he understood this as students in the 
Chemistry Department, in their senior year, take somewhat 
different preparatory course work, and this is the case with the 
Industrial-Organizational Program. 
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Dr. Butler replied that they have written into the proposal that 
students may take courses for graduate credit in their senior 
year, up to six credits. 
Senator Licari asked if these courses are G level or 200 level. 
Dr. Butler responded that they are 200 level courses. Those are 
credits that will not transfer outside UNI and taking those 
credits does not guarantee admission into the program, and 
students have to be approved by their Graduate Coordinator to 
take those credits. 
Senator Licari asked how many students they anticipate taking 
advantage of those program. 
Dr. Butler replied that without advertising the program they 
have three students who are interested in starting in the fall, 
and indicated, in response to Senator Licari, that this program 
would start in the fall and that is the reason for the 
expatiated process. He also indicated that they would like to 
have several more students in the program. 
Motion to approve by Senator Soneson; second by Senator O'Kane. 
Senator Gray asked for clarification on the $2000 travel 
allotments in the budget. 
Dr. Kopper responded that this initiative is a combined effort 
between the Graduate College, the College of Social and 
Behavioral Sciences and the Psychology Department. The program 
adheres to the scientist-practitioner model and one of the 
things that is important for the students is travel to 
Minneapolis to participate in a consulting challenge where they 
obtain hands-on experience in putting what they have learned 
into practice. This $2000 is from the department and is 
earmarked to support students' travel for this. Participation 
in the challenge enhances their educational and academic 
experience and they feel it is a very important part of the 
program. 
Senator Gray noted that currently there 1S Intercollegiate 
Athletics fund to support such efforts. 
Dr. Butler stated that they had applied for money through that 
fund this year. In response to Senator Gray's question if they 
had ever been turned down, Dr. Butler replied that they were 
J 
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turned down two years ago because the fund ran out of money even 
though they applied in February. 
Senator Gray added that he sits on that committee and two years 
ago they ran out of money in November. 
Dr. Kopper remarked that they do try to apply for that money but 
because it is not always available they felt it was important to 
make sure that this experience was available for students. 
Motion passed. 
Motion to move into Executive Session by Senator Sonesoni second 
by Senator Mvuyekure. Motion passed. 
Motion to approve the nominees for the Iowa Board of Regents 
Award for Faculty Excellence by Senator Sonesoni second by 
Senator Mvuyekure. Motion passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion by Senator O'Kane to adjourni second by Senator Wurtz. 
Motion passed. 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:25 P.M. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dena Snowden 
Faculty Senate Secretary 
Personal Electronic Devices in the Classroom Policy 
The University of Northern Iowa is committed to the appropriate 
and effective use of technology in the classroom to enhance the 
quality of student learning. This policy addresses the student 
use of personal electronic devices in the classroom. While the 
technologies may change, examples of such technology include, 
but are not limited to, computer hardware and software, cellular 
phones, PDA's, programmable calculators, and portable recording 
devices of any kind (audio or visual) . 
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Every instructor at the University of Northern Iowa has the 
authority to restrict or prohibit the use of personal electronic 
devices in his or her classroom, lab, or any other instructional 
setting. It is expected that Instructors will communicate, both 
verbally and in writing via course syllabi, their policies 
regarding student use of electronic devices. It is also 
incumbent upon instructors to make reasonable accommodations for 
students with disabilities through the Student Disability 
Services office. 
While students may, with instructor approval, use personal 
electronic devices in the classroom to take notes or do work 
that is relevant to the class, the following activities are 
considered disruptive to student learning and are generally 
prohibited when the class is in session unless specifically 
authorized by the instructor: 
* the use of personal electronic devices during examination 
* using personal electronic devices to cheat or plagiarize (see 
Academic Ethics / Discipline Policy 
http: //www. un i . edu/p r e s / pol icies /3 01. shtml) 
* communicating with others via e-mail, instant or text 
messaging during class time using cell phone, computer, or other 
electronic device, unless express permission is given by the 
instructor 
* engaging in any research, work, or Internet "surfing" not 
authorized by the instructor 
* to record or transmit via audio or visual technology any 
lecture, tutorial, written material or other type of class 
material without first obtaining the instructor's consent 
* to duplicate, store or transmit material that violates 
copyright law 
* to access, create, distribute, or transmit abusive, 
slanderous, libelous, prejudicial, sexually explicit, 
pornographic material 
* to harass, bully or threaten another individual (see Sexual 
Misconduct Policy: http://www.uni.edu / pres / policies /3 15 . shtml) 
* to vandalize, damage, or disable property of the University of 
Northern Iowa 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN IOWA 
ACADEMIC INTEGRITY PROGRAM 
CONSTITUTION AND BYLAWS* 
The University of Northern Iowa Honor Pledge: On my honor and to 
affirm the tradition and spirit of the University of Northern 
Iowa, I shall neither give nor receive unauthorized aid on any 
academic endeavor. 
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We, the students and faculty of the University of Northern Iowa, 
in order to conduct our academic endeavors under high standards 
of individual responsibility, personal honor, and integrity set 
forth this Constitution and Bylaws of the University of Northern 
Iowa Academic Integrity Program. 
(Approved by the University Faculty Senate on 
(Approved by the Northern Iowa Student Government on 
) 
(Approved by the Provost on 
(Approved by the University Cabinet on 
(Approved by the President on 
(Approved by the Board of Regents on 
ACADEMIC INTEGRITY PROGRAM CONSTITUTION 
ARTICLE I - PURPOSE 
The purpose of the Academic Integrity Program is to contribute 
to an environment at the University of Northern Iowa that 
fosters academic honesty and integrity. 
ARTICLE II - ROLE 
1. All students affirm the Honor Pledge statement upon entrance 
to the university and upon all papers and assignments as deemed 
by their professors. However, the Honor Pledge is deemed to be 
ln effect for all assignments, whether or not it is explicitly 
stated. 
2. The Academic Integrity Program establishes an adjudication 
process and protects the due process rights of those involved. 
It specifies how alleged violations of the Honor Pledge are 
adjudicated by the Honor Council. 
3. The Honor Council employs the University Faculty Senate 
definitions for academic dishonesty in interpreting and applying 
this Academic Integrity Program. 
ARTICLE III - SELECTION OF HONOR COUNCIL MEMBERS 
1. The Honor Council includes faculty and students from each 
college, including the Graduate College and, for faculty members 
only, the Library. Each college is represented by two student 
and two faculty members. All appointments to the Honor Council 
are confirmed by the Provost. In addition, the Provost will 
appoint two students and two faculty members at large to serve 
on the Honor Council. 
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2. Undergraduate student members 
a. Undergraduate students are nominated to the Honor 
Council by the student body vice president. 
b. Undergraduate student nominees must have completed two 
semesters at the University of Northern Iowa, be in good 
academic standing and be enrolled in a minimum of 6 credit 
hours. 
c. Diversity may be a consideration in appointing members. 
d. All student nominations are subject to approval by the 
Northern Iowa Student Government. 
e. The student body vice president forwards the names of 
approved nominees to the Provost, who ensures eligibility. 
3. Graduate student members: 
a. Graduate students are nominated to the Honor Council by 
the Dean of the Graduate College. 
b. Graduate student nominees must be currently enrolled and 
in good academic standing. 
c. Diversity may be a consideration in appointing members. 
d. Graduate student nominees are forwarded to the Provost 
who ensures eligibility. 
4. Faculty Members: 
a. Faculty members are nominated to the Honor Council by 
their respective dean. 
b. Faculty members of the Honor Council must have taught at 
the University for two years, or more, and must be tenured 
or tenure-track members of the faculty. 
c. Diversity may be a consideration in appointing members. 
d. Deans' nominations are forwarded to chair of the 
college's faculty senate/council for approval. College 
approved nominees are forwarded to the Provost for 
appointment to the Honor Council. 
ARTICLE IV - DUTIES OF HONOR COUNCIL MEMBERS 
1. Attend scheduled meetings of the Honor Council. 
2. Communicate and promote the Academic Integrity Program to the 
University of Northern Iowa community. 
3. Advise students and faculty who report violations of the 
Honor Pledge. 
4. Serve as neutral investigators of alleged Honor Pledge 
violations. 
5. Serve as panel members during hearings of alleged Honor 
Pledge violations. 
6. If elected, serve as chair or vice-chair of the Honor 
Counci l. 
ARTICLE V - HONOR COUNCIL TERM OF OFFICE 
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1. Members' terms are two years, except for initial 
appointments, which are divided equally between one-year and 
two-year terms. 
2. Members' terms begin at the end of the spring semester and 
end at the conclusion of the spring semester of the final year 
of their appointment. 
3. Members of the Honor Council may serve no more than two 
consecutive full terms. 
4. Members participate in a training process developed by the 
Director of the Academic Integrity Program. 
5. If members resign or are removed from office, replacement 
appointments are made by the respective entity for the remaining 
portions of their terms. 
ARTICLE VI - REMOVAL FROM HONOR COUNCIL 
Members are subject to removal from office pursuant to the 
procedures and grounds for removal in the Bylaws. 
ARTICLE VII - OFFICERS OF THE HONOR COUNCIL 
1. Chair 
a. The Chair is elected annually from the student 
membership of the Honor Council by majority vote . 
b. The Chair presides at meetings of the Honor Council and 
serves in a parliamentary role. 
c. The Chair, with the assistance of the Honor Council, 
annually evaluates the performance of the Director of 
the Academic Integrity Program and forwards the evaluation 
and a recommendation to the Provost. 
d. If the Director of the Academic Integrity Program has a 
conflict of interest in an alleged violation, the Honor 
Council Chair serves in the role of Director for that case. 
2. Vice-Chair 
a. The Vice-Chair is elected annually from the student 
membership of the Honor Council by majority vote. 
b. The Vice-Chair performs the duties of the Chair when the 
Chair is unable to do so. 
3. Director 
a. The Director of the Academic Integrity Program is 
appointed by the Provost to oversee the Honor Council. 
b. Director's responsibilities: 
i. Communicate and promote the Academic Integrity 
Program to the University of Northern Iowa 
community. 
/ 
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11. Rece all lations of the c 
al at should 
a 
iv Select invest , Panels for hear and 
appeals, and Panel 
v. de the equ and te cal assistance for 
V1. hear and panels. 
i. Maintain of all Honor Counci 
policies and 
Senate and 
rn Iowa 
lX. Serve as an ex offic member the Honor 
Council. 
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ARTICLE VIII - EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS OF THE HONOR COUNCIL 
1. The Provost and Dean of Students, or their 
representat s, may serve an advisory role at Honor Counc I 
meet 
2. The Director other staff members of the c 
ing s, but not vote, dur 
Honor Council meet 
ARTICLE IX - STUDENT AND REPORTER RIGHTS 
1. can ion. The s shall 
receive just 
2. Non facul rs can expect conf iali 
3. Retaliat ers shall not be tolerated. 
4. of an honor ion have to 
t notification of the s and a time 
s. 
accused of an honor violation have the ri to 
a member of the Honor Council the hear 
process. 
6. Students accused of an honor right to be 
present at thei , to hear aga t them, and 
to present evidence and witnesses on their behalf. 
7. Students have the r to decisions of the Honor 
Counc 1. 
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ARTICLE X - CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS 
1. Amendments to this constitution may be proposed by any member 
of the faculty, undergraduate, or graduate student at the 
University of Northern Iowa. 
2. Proposed amendments must be approved for further 
consideration by a majority of the Honor Council during one of 
its regular (fall or spring semester) meetings. 
3. All amendments must be approved by 2/3 vote of the total 
voting members of the Honor Council at the regularly scheduled 
meeting of the Honor Council following the meeting in which the 
amendment was approved for further consideration. 
4. All amendments are subject to approval by Faculty Senate and 
Northern Iowa Student Government. 
ARTICLE XI - BYLAW REVISION 
Bylaw revisions must be approved by a majority vote of the total 
voting members of the Honor Council. 
ARTICLE XII - QUORUM AND RULES 
1. A quorum of the Honor Council and any of its components 
consists of a majority of the voting members. 
2. Meetings of the Honor Council and any of its components shall 
be conducted in accordance with this Constitution, the Bylaws, 
and Roberts Rules of Order (most recent edition) . 
ACADEMIC INTEGRITY PROGRAM BYLAWS 
ARTICLE I - REPORTING 
A. REPORTING OPTIONS 
Members of the university community have two options when 
reporting an alleged violation of the Honor Pledge. They may 
report alleged violations to either the Academic Integrity 
Program Office or the instructor of the course in which the 
alleged violation occurred. Initiating formal procedures is a 
necessary and obligatory remedy when other methods are 
inappropriate or have failed (i.e. drawing attention to a 
suspected violation, moral suasion, etc.). If a student is 
alleged to have violated the Honor Pledge but the class, 
department, or instructor cannot be identified, charges may be 
brought by any instructor or student who has knowledge of the 
violation. 
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False and malicious reporting of an incident shall be considered 
a violation of the Honor Pledge, and shall be adjudicated by the 
Honor Council. 
B. REPORTING FORMATS 
There are two reporting formats for Honor Pledge violations: 
general reporting and confidential reporting. Each reporting 
format will initiate some action by the Academic Integrity 
Program Office and can potentially lead to the initiation of a 
c ase. Reports may be made via electronic media, written letter, 
in person, or telephone conversation, subject to verification of 
the reporter by the Director. The preferred reporting methods 
are electronic or written. 
1. General Reporting - General reporting constitutes a 
submission of a report in which the reporting party is willing 
to fully identify him/ herself to all involved in the case. This 
is the preferred reporting format and will ensure that all facts 
are obtainable. 
2 . Confidential Reporting - Confidential reporting constitutes a 
submission of a report in which the reporting party is willing 
to provide his / her name to the instructor and / or the Academic 
Integrity Program Office, but wishes to have his/her name remain 
confidential through the proceedings of the case. Confidential 
reporting allows the instructor and/or the Academic Integrity 
Program Office to contact the reporting party to gather further 
information when necessary. 
3. Anonymous Reporting - Anonymous tips shall not be considered 
by the Honor Councilor any of its c omponents. 
C. ADJUDICATION OPTIONS 
Instructors have two options for adjudication of alleged 
violations of the Honor Pledge: 
1. They can refer the case to the Honor Council for further 
investigation and decision-making. 
2. They can adjudicate the case themselves, if it is a first 
offense, following the instructor procedures for adjudication 
specified by the Academic Integrity Program Office. At any time 
before the instructor has imposed one or more of the Academic or 
Educational Sanctions listed in section IV below, the instructor 
and the accused student each have the right to terminate the 
instructor-based adjudication and transfer the case to the 
Honor Council. 
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With either option, the instructor shall send a Violation Report 
Form to the Academic Integrity Program Office, with a copy to 
the student and the instructor's department head, within five 
(5) university business days of discovery of the alleged 
incident. If the UNI Academic Integrity Program Office 
determines that the student has a previous finding of academic 
dishonesty on file, the process will immediately be transferred 
to the jurisdiction of the Honor Council. 
ARTICLE II - INVESTIGATING HONOR PLEDGE VIOLATIONS 
1. When an honor violation has been proceeded to the 
investigation stage, the Director appoints two members of the 
Honor Council (one faculty and one student) to serve as Case 
Investigators. If the Alleged Violator is a graduate student, 
the student Case Investigator is a graduate student, and the 
faculty Case Investigator is on the graduate faculty. 
2. Under the authority of the Director, a meeting is arranged 
between the Reporter and the Case Investigators to review the 
Violation Report and other relevant information to determine if 
it appears an honor violation has occurred. 
3. Under the authority of the Director, a meeting is arranged 
between the Case Investigators and any witness(es) (if relevant) 
in continuing the investigation. 
4. Under the authority of the Director, a meeting is arranged 
between the Case Investigators and the Alleged Violator to 
determine whether an allegation appears to have merit. 
5. The Case Investigators write a report, in a timely manner, to 
the Director, who concludes whether there IS or IS NOT 
sufficient information to proceed to a hearing. 
6. If the Director concludes that there IS NOT sufficient 
information to proceed to a hearing, the Director notifies 
the Alleged Violator and the Reporter. The Reporter may appeal 
the Director's decision to the Provost. 
7. If the Director concludes that there IS sufficient 
information to proceed to a hearing, the Director notifies the 
Alleged Violator and the Reporter. 
8. The Reporter may withdraw from participation at any time 
during the investigation process. If that occurs, the Director 
decides whether the case should proceed to a hearing. 
ARTICLE III - HEARING PANELS 
A. MEMBERSHIP 
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1. The Academic Integrity Program Director and Chair of the 
Honor Council jointly appoint the hearing panel and Panel Chair 
from the membership of the Honor Council. 
2. Each panel has six members: five voting members and one non­
voting Chair. 
3. The Panel Chair alternates from hearing to hearing between a 
faculty member and a student member of the Honor Council. 
4. Voting membership of hearing panels consists of three 
students and two faculty. 
5. If the Alleged Violator is a graduate student, student 
members of the Hearing Panel are graduate students and faculty 
members are on the graduate faculty. 
B. PROCEDURES FOR HEARING PANELS 
The Hearing Panel Chair accepts for consideration all 
information that reasonable persons would accept as having 
probative value during hearing panel proceedings. 
C. CONDUCTING HEARING PANELS 
1. Hearing panels are normally convened within ten class days of 
the conclusion of the investigation. 
2. Those notified of the date, time and place of the hearing are 
the Alleged Violator, the Reporter, the Case Investigators and 
any Witnesses. 
3. Students accused of a breach of the Honor Pledge defend 
themselves. 
4. Right of counsel is limited to an advisory capacity. Counsel 
may not address the Hearing Panel or witnesses. 
5. Unless approved by the Director, failure by the Alleged 
Violator to appear before the Hearing Panel neither halts nor 
interrupts the proceedings. 
6. Character witnesses and personal references are not 
permitted. 
7. The Hearing Panel Chair conducts the hearing according to 
established procedure. 
8. Majority vote determines whether the Hearing Panel finds that 
a breach of the Honor Pledge has occurred . 
9. Honor Pledge violation cases requiring a hearing panel during 
the summer or the inter-sessions may be tabled by the Director 
until the beginning of the subsequent fall or spring semester. 
B. REPORTING OF HEARING PANEL DECISIONS 
1. Hearings are recorded and kept as part of the permanent 
record in the Director's office. 
I 
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2. All records are confidential and subject to the provisions of 
the Family Rights and Privacy Act. 
3 . Records are made available to authorized parties upon the 
determination of the Director of the Academic Integrity Program. 
ARTICLE IV - SANCTIONS 
Instances of academic misconduct represent behavior that is of 
an especially serious nature. Sanctions assigned in instances of 
academic misconduct should convey the message that this behavior 
can serve as a destructive force within the academic community. 
However, a wide range of sanctions can be employed in order to 
strike an appropriate balance between sending a message of 
accountability and enhancing a student's moral and cognitive 
development. Sanctions in each subcategory below can be used in 
conjunction with sanctions from other subcategories. 
A. SEPARATION FROM THE UNIVERSITY 
The Honor Council is empowered to assign the following 
sanctions: 
1. Permanent removal from the university 
2. Temporary removal from the university 
B. ACADEMIC SANCTIONS 
The Honor Council will assign appropriate academic sanctions 
based upon the specifics of the incident: 
1. First Offenses - Normally, the penalty for the first 
adjudicated offense shall be an FX in the course and Honor 
Violation Probation as defined in sections C and D below. Less 
or more severe penalties, however, may be imposed depending on 
the severity of the offense. 
2 . Repeat Offenses - The normal penalty for a second adjudicated 
offense is separation from the university. The full Honor 
Council adjudicates all such cases. 
3. No student with an FX on their record may receive Cum Laude, 
Magna Cum Laude, or Summa Cum Laude honors at graduation. 
C. THE FX GRADE DESIGNATION 
A student who is assessed a grade of FX shall have it documented 
on his/her transcript with the notation "FAILURE DUE TO ACADEMIC 
DISHONESTY." It is recorded by the Office of the Registrar 
immediately upon a finding of academic dishonesty. The grade of 
FX is intended to denote that the student has been penalized for 
failing to uphold the values of academic integrity. It shall be 
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treated in the same way as an F for the purposes of calculating 
the Grade Point Average and determination of academic standing. 
A student with an FX is automatically on Honor Violation 
Probation. 
D. HONOR VIOLATION PROBATION 
Honor Violation Probation indicates to a student that his/her 
behavior has resulted in an academic sanction. It is the 
student's final warning. Any further misconduct while on Honor 
Violation Probation will result in separation from the 
university. 
E. REMOVAL OF THE FX GRADE AND HONOR VIOLATION PROBATION 
The student may file a written petition to the Honor Council to 
have the grade of FX removed and replaced with the grade of F. 
The decision to remove the grade of FX shall rest with the Honor 
Council and is contingent upon the successful completion of the 
Academic Integrity Development course (to be developed by the 
Director). A student will remain on Honor Violation Probation 
until the FX is removed from his / her transcript. An 
undergraduate student who receives an FX grade will not be 
allowed to retake the course until the successful completion the 
Academic Integrity Development course. 
There is a one-year (twelve months) time limit to complete the 
Academic Integrity Development course. The one year limit will 
be the longer of one year past the original sanction date or one 
year past the date that any appeal is exhausted or finalized. In 
unusual circumstances, the Honor Council is empowered to grant 
an extension of time. 
ARTICLE V - APPEALS 
A student who is found responsible for a violation and assessed 
a sanction has ten (10) university business days from the date 
of notification of the sanction to file an appeal with the 
Academic Integrity Program Office. 
A. BASES OF APPEAL 
There are three bases of appeal: 
1. A significant violation of due process rights: To determine 
if the original hearing was conducted fairly in light of the 
charges and evidence presented, and in conformity with 
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prescribed procedures giving the accused student a reasonable 
opportunity to prepare and present rebuttal of allegations. 
2. The finding of responsibility: To determine if the decision 
reached regarding the accused student was based on a 
preponderance of the evidence, that is, whether the facts in the 
case were sufficient to establish that a violation of the 
Academic Integrity Program occurred. 
3. Information not available at the time of the original 
hearing: To consider new information, sufficient to alter a 
decision or other relevant facts not brought out in the original 
hearing, because such information and/or facts were not known to 
the person appealing at the time of the original hearing. 
B. FORMAT 
An appeal must be typed, signed, and submitted by the student. 
C. EVALUATION 
The Honor Council shall form an Appeals Committee consisting of 
at least one faculty member and one student. An evaluation of 
the written appeal by the Appeals Committee will determine if an 
appeal hearing is warranted. An appeal receiving split votes by 
the Appeals Committee will automatically be heard. For an appeal 
to be considered valid, one or more bases of appeal must be 
cited and appropriately supported in the written appeal. 
D. (Possible section for Appeals Panel) 
E. DISCIPLINARY ACTION PENDING APPEAL 
Following the notification of intent to appeal and pending the 
appeal hearing, any disciplinary action taken by the Honor 
Council shall be stayed until the appeal process is complete. 
F. LIMITS PER CASE 
Students are limited to one appeal to the Honor Council per case 
filed against them. 
G. HONOR COUNCIL ASSISTANCE 
At a student's request, the Academic Integrity Program Office 
will provide assistance to prepare and file an appeal. 
ARTICLE VI - GENERAL INFORMATION 
, 
/ 
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A. MAINTAINING RECORDS AND PROVIDING ASSISTANCE 
The Academic Integrity Program Office will be the central office 
maintaining confidential records and providing assistance with 
cases. Students and instructors may call the Academic Integrity 
Program Office staff for clarification and assistance when 
reporting an alleged violation of the Honor Pledge. 
B. DROP AND WITHDRAWAL POLICY 
Dropping or withdrawing from the course in which the alleged 
behavior occurred does not exempt the student from the 
adjudication process and the outcome(s) of this process. After a 
case is adjudicated and if the student is found not responsible, 
the student may be allowed to drop or withdraw from the course. 
A class previously dropped or a class from which the student has 
previously withdrawn may be reinstated in a student's record if 
a violation is found to have occurred after the student 
successfully dropped or withdrew from the course. 
C. DEADLINES 
The Director of the Academic Integrity Program Office has the 
option of extending deadlines for extenuating circumstances. 
D. ANNUAL REVIEW 
The Honor Council annually reviews its procedures prior to the 
conclusion of the spring semester. The results of the review are 
reported to Northern Iowa Student Government, Graduate Council, 
University Faculty Senate and the Provost early in the fall 
semester. The Honor Council annually reviews the performance of 
the Director of the Academic Integrity Program and forwards its 
evaluation and recommendation to the Provost prior to the 
conclusion of the spring semester. 
E. REMOVAL FROM THE HONOR COUNCIL 
The Honor Council may remove any member on grounds of 
malfeasance, misfeasance or nonfeasance in office by two-thirds 
vote of the membership. The Honor Council may recommend that the 
Provost remove the Director of the Academic Integrity Program on 
the grounds of malfeasance, misfeasance or nonfeasance in office 
by two-thirds vote of the membership. 
F. CONFLICT OF INTEREST 
I 
! 
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Members of the Honor Council will immediately notify the 
Director of the Academic Integrity Program of any conflicts of 
interest. 
* This Constitution and Bylaws have been heavily influenced by 
similar documents at The Kansas State University. 
DEFINITIONS OF ACADEMIC MISCONDUCT* 
(Approved by the University Faculty Senate on 
A violation of the Honor Pledge constitutes academic misconduct 
and is referred to as an honor violation. Academic misconduct in 
research or scholarship includes fabrication, falsification, or 
plagiarism in proposing, performing, reviewing, or reporting 
research. It does not include honest error or honest differences 
in interpretations or judgments of data. 
It is assumed that all University of Northern Iowa students 
authenticate all work submitted to an instructor as being free 
of any form of academic misconduct. If asked, students must be 
able to produce proof that the item submitted is indeed the work 
of that student. Students must keep appropriate records at all 
times. The inability to authenticate one's work, should the 
instructor request it, is sufficient grounds to initiate an 
honor violation investigation. 
Academic dishonesty includes the commission of any of the 
following acts. This listing is not, however, exclusive of any 
other acts that may reasonably be called academic dishonesty. 
Clarification is provided for each definition by listing some, 
but not all, prohibited behaviors. 
1. Cheating: Intentionally using or attempting to use 
unauthorized materials, information, notes, study aids or other 
devices or materials in any academic exercise. Examples: 
a. During an examination, looking at another student's 
examination or using external aids (for example, books, 
notes, calculators, conversation with others, or electronic 
devices) unless specifically allowed in advance by the 
instructor. 
b. Having others conduct research or prepare work without 
advance authorization from the instructor. 
c. Acquiring answers for any assigned work or examination 
from any unauthorized source. This includes, but is not 
limited to, using the services of commercial term paper 
companies, purchasing answer sets to homework from tutoring 
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companies, and obtaining information from students who have 
previously taken the examination. 
d. Collaborating with other students in the completion of 
assigned work, unless specifically authorized by the 
instructor teaching the course. It is safe to assume that 
all assignments are to be completed individually unless the 
instructor indicates otherwise; however, students who are 
unsure should seek clarification from their instructors. 
e. e. Other similar acts. 
2. Fabrication: Making up data or results, and recording or 

reporting them; submitting fabricated documents. 

Examples: 

a. The intentional invention and unauthorized alteration of 
any information or citation in any academic exercise. 
b. Using "invented" information in any laboratory 
experiment, report of results or academic exercise. It 
would be improper, for example, to analyze one sample in an 
experiment and then "invent" data based on that single 
experiment for several more required analyses. 
c. Failing to acknowledge the actual source from which 
cited information was obtained. For example, a student 
shall not take a quotation from a book review and then 
indicate that the quotation was obtained from the book 
itself. 
d. Changing information on tests, quizzes, examinations, 
reports, or any other material that has been graded and 
resubmitting it as original for the purpose of improving 
the grade on that material. 
e. Providing a fabricated document to any University 
employee in order to obtain an excused absence or to 
satisfy a course requirement; altering an official document 
such as a transcript. 
f. Other similar acts. 
3. Falsification: Manipulating research materials, equipment, or 
processes, or changing or omitting data or results such that the 
research is not accurately represented in the research record. 
Examples: 
a. Changing the measurements in an experiment in a 
laboratory exercise so as to obtain results more closely 
conforming to theoretically expected values. 
b. Other similar acts. 
4. Multiple Submissions: Submitting substantial portions of the 
same work (including oral reports) for credit more than once 
/ 
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without authorization from the instructor of the class for which 
the student submits the work. Examples: 
a. Submitting the same work for credit in more than one 
course without the instructor's permission. 
b. Making revisions in a paper or report (including oral 
presentations) that has been submitted in one class and 
submitting it for credit in another class without the 
instructor's permission. 
c. Representing group work done in one class as one's own 
work for the purpose of using it in another class. 
d. Other similar acts. 
5. Plagiarism: The appropriation of another person's ideas, 
processes, results, or words without giving appropriate credit. 
Examples: 
a. Intentionally, knowingly, or carelessly presenting the 
work of another as one's own (i.e., without crediting the 
author or creator) . 
b. Failing to credit sources used in a work product in an 
attempt to pass off the work as one's own. 
c. Attempting to receive credit for work performed by 
another, including papers obtained in whole or in part from 
individuals or other sources. Students are permitted to use 
the services of a tutor (paid or unpaid), a professional 
editor, or the University Writing Center to assist them in 
completing assigned work, unless the instructor explicitly 
prohibits such assistance. If the student uses such 
services, the resulting product must be the original work 
of the student. Purchasing research reports, essays, lab 
reports, practice sets, or answers to assignments from any 
person or business are strictly prohibited. Sale of such 
materials is a violation of both these rules and State law. 
d. Failing to cite the World Wide Web, databases and other 
electronic resources if they are utilized in any way as 
resource material in an academic exercise. 
e. Other similar acts. 
General information pertaining to plagiarism: 
a. Style Guides: Instructors are responsible for 
identifying any specific style/format requirement for the 
course. Examples include, but are not limited to, American 
Psychological Association (APA) style and Modern Languages 
Association (MLA) style. 
b. Direct Quotation: Every direct quotation must be 
identified by quotation marks or appropriate indentation 
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and must be properly acknowledged in the text by citation 
or in a footnote or endnote. 
c. Paraphrase: Prompt acknowledgment is required when 
material from another source is paraphrased or summarized, 
in whole or in part, in one's own words. To acknowledge a 
paraphrase properly, one might state: liTo paraphrase 
Locke's comment ... " and then conclude with a footnote or 
endnote identifying the exact reference. 
d. Borrowed facts: Information gained in reading or 
research, which is not common knowledge, must be 
acknowledged. 
e. Common knowledge: Common knowledge includes generally 
known facts such as the names of leaders of prominent 
nations, basic scientific laws, etc., basic historical 
information (e.g., George Washington was the first 
President of the United States.) Common knowledge does not 
require citation. 
f. Works consulted: Materials that add only to a general 
understanding of a subject may be acknowledged in the 
bibliography, and need not be footnoted or end-noted. 
Writers should be certain that they have not used specific 
information from a general source in preparing their work 
unless it has been appropriately cited. Writers should not 
include books, papers, or any other type of source in a 
bibliography, "works cited" list, or a "works consulted" 
list unless those materials were actually used in the 
research. The practice of citing 
unused works is sometimes referred to as "padding." 
g. Footnotes, endnotes, and in-text citations: One 
footnote, endnote, or in-text citation is usually enough to 
acknowledge indebtedness when a number of connected 
sentences are drawn from one source. When direct quotations 
are used, however, quotation marks must be inserted and 
acknowledgment made. Similarly, when a passage lS 
paraphrased, acknowledgment is required. 
h. Graphics, design products, and visual aids: All 
graphics, design products, and visual aids from another 
creator used in academic assignments must reference the 
source of the material. 
6. Complicity: Intentionally or knowingly helping, or attempting 
to help, another to commit an act of academic 
dishonesty. Examples: 
a. Knowingly allowing another to copy from one's paper 
during an examination or test. 
b. Distributing test questions or substantive information 
about the test without the instructor's permission. 
I 
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c. Collaborating on academic work knowing that the 
co llaboration will not be reported. 
d. Taking an examination or test for another student. 
e. Signing another's name on an academic exercise or 
attendance sheet. 
f. Conspiring or agreeing with one or more persons to 
commit, or to attempt to commit, any act of scholastic 
dishonesty. 
g. Other similar acts. 
7. Abuse and Misuse of Access and Unauthorized Access: Students 
may not abuse or misuse computer access or gain unauthorized 
access to information in any academic exercise. 
8. Violation of Departmental or College Rules: Students may not 
violate any announced departmental or college rule relating to 
academic matters. 
* These definitions have been heavily influenced by similar 
definitions used at The Texas A&M University. 
/ 
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*Students have the right for further appeaJ to the President as well as the Board of Regents. 
University of Northern Iowa 
Academic Integrity Program Proposed Budget (06-07 costs) 
Director of the Academic Integrity Program - $21 ,789 (2 course release per semester @ 
$5447 .25/course) 
• 	 Three year term with a recommended two tenn limit at the Provost's discretion, Special 
Compensation for summer work as needed. 
• 	 Responsibilities ­
I. Communicate and promote the Academic integrity Program to the University of Northem Iowa community. 
2. Receive alleged violations of the Academic Integrity Program. 
3. Determine whether alleged violations should proceed to a Hearing Panel 
4. Select investigators, Panels for hearings and appeals, and Panel Chairs. 
5. Provide the equipment and technical assistance for recording hearings. 
6. Record findings of the hearing and appeal panels. 
7. Maintain the records of all Honor Council proceedings. 
8. Review Academic Integrity Program policies and report annually to the Provost, Faculty Senate and Northern 

Iowa Student Government. 

9. Serve as an ex-officio member of the Honor Council. 
10. 	 Develop and conduct a training program for members of the Honor Council. 
11. 	 Design and impiement the Academic integrity Development course. 
Graduate Assistant - $13 ,560 
Y2 time Secretary I - $22,505 min. ($11 ,783 x 45.5% fringe) 
Supplies & Services - $5000 (Phone, postage, office supplies, printing, travel, CAl membership) 
-TOTAL - $62,854 * 
* Program resources will be reassessed and adjusted as needs dictate. 
University of Northern Iowa 

Academic Integrity Program Graduate Assistantship 

Position Description 
The graduate assistantship in the Academic Integrity Program is an academic year position and 
work will not exceed 20 hours per week. The graduate assistant must be a full-time degree­
seeking student in a graduate program (student affairs, counseling, or related field is preferred) 
and should exhibit strong interpersonal skills, proficiency in written and oral communication, 
and an aptitude for organization and time management. 
This assistantship will provide the opportunity for a student to gain experience in a variety of 
aspects of program administration. The graduate assistant will acquire knowledge regarding the 
overall workings of the Academic Integrity Program including training of the Honor Council, 
processing of alleged violations, maintenance of program records, implementation of the 
Academic Integrity Development course, publicity and promotion of the program to the 
university community, and various other administrative responsibilities. Specific graduate 
assistant responsibilities will include: 
1. 	 Assisting the Director of the Academic Integrity Program in training new members of the 
Honor Council. 
2. 	 Fielding basic procedural questions about the Academic Integrity Program (this will 
necessitate familiarity with the bylaws and definitions of academic misconduct) . 
3. 	 Assisting the director in designing and implementing the Academic Integrity 

Development course. 

4. 	 Designing and distributing educational and promotional materials about the Academic 
Integrity Program to the university community. 
5. 	 Assisting the director in developing and implementing a plan for ongoing assessment and 
evaluation of the Academic Integrity Program. 
6. 	 Other duties as assigned by the Director of the Academic Integrity Program. 
Compensation 
One assistantship at full rate of$13,560 (2006-07 - $7624 stipend for the academic year and 
$5936 full in-state tuition scholarship) 
Contact 
Director of the Academic Integrity Program 
University of Northern Iowa 
Cedar Falls, IA 50614­
Phone: 
Fax: 
Email: 
To Apply 
Please submit a cover letter and resume, including references, to the contact person above. 
Applications received by 5 :00 p.m. on will be given first consideration. The initial 
review of candidates will begin immediately and selected candidates will be invited for personal 
interviews beginning ___ 
.I 
